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Here is my version of the communications.  It is not complete, as I have not included
every call with Chris Hill, nor internal EPA communications, nor calls I was not aware
of, but I think it is pretty close.  Feel free to send me changes.

mailto:CN=Michael Overbay/OU=R6/O=USEPA/C=US
mailto:CN=Jeanne Briskin/OU=DC/O=USEPA/C=US@EPA
mailto:CN=David Jewett/OU=ADA/O=USEPA/C=US@EPA
mailto:CN=Doug Beak/OU=ADA/O=USEPA/C=US@EPA
mailto:CN=Susan Mravik/OU=ADA/O=USEPA/C=US@EPA

CHRONOLOGY OF RECENT COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN EPA AND CHESAPEAKE ON THE PROSPECTIVE CASE STUDY



· March 23, 2012.  Met in Chesapeake's offices in Oklahoma City.   Ramona Trovato, Jeanne Briskin, Michael Overbay, David Jewett, Doug Beak attended for EPA.  Stephanie Timmermeyer, John Satterfield, Chris Hill, and Bert Smith attended for Chesapeake.  Gene Florentino of Ecology and Environment, Robert Keyes (driller) and Kent Wilkins (Oklahoma Water Resources Board) also attended.  The goal of the meeting was to try and achieve agreement on the use of underpad wells IF the ground water flow velocity was below what would allow migration from the gas well location to off pad wells within 6 months.  EPA had determined this was necessary for the scientific validity of the study, and could not go forward without this commitment.  Chesapeake eventually offered to conduct the initial site characterization study, and felt they could get out in the field in a few weeks.  They proposed using drilled monitoring wells instead of Geoprobes in order to get better data, and also would do the geophysical logging.  EPA also offered to install the underpad wells after the gas well was drilled in order to address concerns that Chesapeake had about their drilling efforts contacting the monitoring wells.  Chesapeake committed to provide comments on the technical memorandum on monitoring wells by March 26th.

· March 27, 2012.  EPA provided by email an addendum to the technical memorandum which reflected the proposals for Chesapeake to install 3 shallow and 1 deep well, and EPA to install horizontal wells under the pad between the drilling and fracing phases.  A conference call was held that same afternoon to discuss the addendum. 

· Approximately first week of April.  EPA agreed to the Chesapeake proposal for them to conduct the initial site characterization.  Chesapeake indicated they would propose to use 5 monitoring wells, plus one deep well which would be logged by a commercial geophysical company.

· April 11, 2012.  Ms. Timmermeyer of Chesapeake sent a letter to Ms. Trovato of EPA indicating that they had a number of concerns, including that of the government's liabilities should our driller damage their well, and stating a 30 foot restriction zone around the gas wellbore. 

· April 18, 2012.  Doug Beak and Michael Overbay held conference call with Chris Hill and Bert Smith about scheduling site characterization efforts and role of EPA as observers.

· April 26, 2012.  Following notification from the EPA QA officer, Michael Overbay notified Chris Hill that it had been determined that in order for EPA to use data collected by Chesapeake as a collaborating partner, a QAPP would have to be done for the site characterization work they were doing. 

· April 30, 2012.  Chris Hill provided by email Chesapeake’s comments on the EPA proposed technical memo and amendment on how to install monitoring wells near the gas well, as well as their proposal for how to do the site characterization work.

· May 1, 2012.  Michael Overbay and Steven Acree of EPA notified Chris Hill and Bert Smith of Chesapeake that the 30 foot restriction on the use of directionally drilled underpad wells, as well as the limitation based on ground water flow velocity, was acceptable to EPA and would be included in the response to Ms. Timmermeyer’s letter, but that the EPA, as was the entire federal government, did not provide liability insurance and was self insured.  Claims against the EPA for any damages which may be incurred would be subject to the Federal Tort Claims Act.  Mr. Hill stated that he would pass the agreement on the 30 foot restriction and ground water velocity issue up his management chain.  Mr. Hill also stated that the management of Chesapeake had yet to make a decision on funding the site characterization work, but they had discussed how the potential agreement on the use of underpad wells had negated the original reason for Chesapeake doing the site characterization.  He inquired as to whether EPA would provide a portion of the cost of the site characterization?  He believed Chesapeake management would decide on the funding issue by May 7, 2012.  He also asked about the possibility of EPA’s Ada Lab crew doing the work with their equipment, as was initially proposed.  This was not possible in the anticipated timeframe due to scheduling conflicts.

· May 3, 2012.  Michael Overbay provided via email information to Chris Hill on the QAPP requirements, including a link to the EPA QAPPs for use as an example.  He also stated that as a new QAPP was being written by EPA for the Phase 1 efforts, EPA would use Chesapeake’s comments on the previous QAPP to inform our work, but would not provide a formal response.

· May 17, 2012.  Michael Overbay, Doug Beak, Chris Hill and Bert Smith had a conference call at which Chris Hill indicated that although Chesapeake management had yet to make a decision about funding the site characterization work, he felt that since the agreement on underpad wells had been reached, it was likely EPA would have to fund the work and should make plans to achieve that.

· May 18, 2012.  Michael Overbay provided EPA’s comments on the April 30, 2012, Chesapeake proposal on site characterization.

· May 23, 2012.  Ms. Trovato responded by letter to Ms. Timmermeyer’s letter of April 11, 2012, documenting the agreement of May 1st on the restricted distance from the wellbore and the ground water flow velocity issue, explaining the government’s position on liability, and indicating she would call Ms. Timmermeyer the following week to discuss who would do the site characterization.

· June 6, 2012.  Ms. Jeanne Briskin called Ms. Timmermeyer to discuss site characterization, liability, and the potential impact to the schedule for collection of baseline data before construction of the well pad.  Ms. Timmermeyer confirmed that Chesapeake had determined it would not fund the site characterization work.  It was determined that a conference call would be held on June 12 which will also include OGC and Chesapeake attorneys to discuss the liability issues.  Ms. Timmermeyer felt the collection of data should be achievable without slipping the construction schedule.















Note:  Not all communications between EPA and Chesapeake are reflected in this chronology.  


